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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

The declaration under 37 CFR 1 .132 filed 20 December 2006 is sufficient to 
overcome the rejection of the previously pending claims based upon the Parkhe et al. 
and Boyd et al. references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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3. Claims 1 , 7-1 0, 1 2-1 5, 1 7, 65 and 68-69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as 
being unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,583,736 to Anderson et al. in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 7,160,616 to Massler et al. 

4. Anderson et al. disclose a substrate support substantially as claimed and 
comprising: (a) a substrate support structure (Figures 1 and 3, 11); and (b) a coating 
(21 ) on tlie support structure, wliereby tlie contact surface of tlie coating is capable of 
reducing abrasion and contamination of a substrate that contacts the surface (column 3, 
row 65 through column 4, row 12 and column 4, row 66 through5, row 5). 

5. However, Anderson et al. fail to teach the coating comprising a carbon-hydrogen 
network, and the coating having a contact surface comprising a coefficient of friction of 
less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 GPa. 

6. Massler et al. teach providing a coating of diamond-like carbon (DLC) with a 
coefficient friction of less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 Gpa on a 
structure/substrate where wear protection, corrosion protection and improvement of 
slipping properties and the like are of importance (abstract and column 20, about rows 
16-48). 

7. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to have provided the coating comprising a DLC coating 
with a coefficient friction of less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 Gpa 
on the substrate support in in Anderson et al. in order to impart wear protection, 
corrosion protection and improvement of slipping properties and the like as taught by 
Massler et al. 
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8. With respect to claims 7-8, in Anderson et al., tiie support structure comprises: a 
ceramic, dielectric (Si02) covering an electrode (13); and a plurality of mesas (19) on 
the dielectric, the mesas comprising the coating with the contact surface thereon. 

9. With respect to claim 9, Massler et al. discloses the provision of a metal- 
containing adhesion layer (i.e. adhesion layer) (column 4, rows 21-30). 

1 0. With respect to claim 1 0, the support structure of Anderson et al. further 
comprise a heat exchanger comprising at least one of a heater and conduits (12) for 
passing a heat exchange fluid there through. 

1 1 . With respect to claim 1 2, see above description of the teachings of Anderson et 
al. and Massler et al. and where Massler et al. teach that the metal-adhesion layer may 
comprise titanium (column 4, rows 21-30). 

1 2. With respect to claim 1 3, see above description of the relied upon prior art. 

13. With respect to claims 14 and 15, the coating of Massler et al. comprises a 
thickness of from about 1 to about 20 microns and the titanium layer comprises a 
thickness from about 0.25 microns to about 4 microns (column 5, rows 16-21). 

14. With respect to claim 17, see above description. 

1 5. With respect to claims 65 and 68-69, see above description of the relied upon 
prior art. 

16. Claims 4-6, 16 and 18, 20, 58, 61-64 and 67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) 
as being unpatentable Anderson et al. and Massler et al. as applied to claims 1 , 7-10, 
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12-15, 17, 65 and 68-69 above, and further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,352,493 to 
Dorfman et al. 

1 7. Anderson et al. and Massler et al. disclose the substrate support substantially as 
claimed and as described above. 

18. However, Anderson et al. and Massler et al. fail to teach the diamond-like 
material comprises a diamond-like nanocomposite having networks of (i) carbon and 
hydrogen and (ii) silicon and oxygen. 

19. Dorfman et al. teach providing diamond-like nanocomposite having networks of 
(i) carbon and hydrogen and (ii) silicon and oxygen as a protective film for the purpose 
of providing a coating having high strength and microhardness, flexibility, low coefficient 
of friction, and high thermal and chemical stability (abstract). Dorfman et al. further 
teach providing the diamond-like material comprising from about 0.1 atom % to about 
10 atom % of a metal additive, whereby the metal additive changes the resistivity of the 
coating (Figures 1A-C and 2; column 4, row 43 through column 5, row 20). 

20. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to have provided the diamond-like nanocomposite 
having networks of (i) carbon and hydrogen and (ii) silicon and oxygen as a protective 
film in order to provide a coating having high strength and microhardness, flexibility, low 
coefficient of friction, and high thermal and chemical stability as taught by Dorfman et al. 

21 . With respect to the process by which the DLC layer with metal additive is 
deposited (e.g. claims 20), Dorfman et al. disclose a method wherein the diamond-like 
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material is co-deposited with a metal additive by a process of combining physical vapor 
deposition (PVD) of the metal additive in a plasma enhanced chemical vapor deposition 
(PECVD) environment (column 5, row 57 through column 6, row 37). However, it is also 
noted that courts have ruled "[E]ven though product-by-process claims are limited by 
and defined by the process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. 
The patentability of a product does not depend on its method of production. If the 
product in the product-by-process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the 
prior art, the claim is unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a 
different process." In re Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 
1985). 

22. With respect to claims 58, 61 -64, 67, see above description of the relied upon 
prior art. 

23. Claim 19 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable Anderson et 
al. and Massler et al. as applied to claims 1, 7-10, 12-15, 17, 65 and 68-69 above, and 
further in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,728,765 to Dorfman et al (2). 

24. Anderson et al. and Massler et al. disclose the substrate support substantially as 
claimed and as described above. 

25. However, Anderson et al. and Massler et al. fail to teach the diamond-like 
material is provided over a dielectric ceramic such AIN or AI2O3. 
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26. Dorfman et al (2). teach that such a diamond-like material may provided over a 
dielectric, ceramic such as AIN or AbOsfor corrosion resistance (abstract and column 
10, rows 61-65). 

27. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

Applicant's invention was made to have provided the diamond-like material over a 
dielectric ceramic such as AIN or AI2O3 in order to impart corrosion resistance as taught 
by Dorfman et al (2). 

28. Claims 70-77 and 82-85 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,583,736 to Anderson et al. in view of U.S. Patent 
No. 7,160,616 to Massler et al. and U.S. Patent No. 5,352,493 to Dorfman et al. 

29. Anderson et al. disclose a substrate support substantially as claimed and 
comprising: (a) a substrate support structure (Figures 1 and 3, 11); and (b) a coating 
(21 ) on the support structure, whereby the contact surface of the coating is capable of 
reducing abrasion and contamination of a substrate that contacts the surface (column 3, 
row 65 through column 4, row 12 and column 4, row 66 through5, row 5). Further, in 
Anderson et al., the support structure comprises: a ceramic, dielectric (Si02) covering 
an electrode (13); and a plurality of mesas (19) on the dielectric, the mesas comprising 
the coating with the contact surface thereon. 

30. However, Anderson et al. fail to teach the coating comprising a carbon-hydrogen 
network, and the coating having a contact surface comprising a coefficient of friction of 
less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 GPa. 



Application/Control Number: 10/786,876 Page 8 

Art Unit: 1792 

31 . Massler et al. teach providing a coating of diamond-like carbon (DLC) with a 
coefficient friction of less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 Gpa on a 
structure/substrate where wear protection, corrosion protection and improvement of 
slipping properties and the like are of importance (abstract and column 20, about rows 
1 6-48). Massler et al. further disclose the provision of a titanium adhesion layer below 
the diamond-like carbon layer (column 4, rows 21-30). The coating of Massler et al. 
comprises a diamond-like carbon (abstract). 

32. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to have provided the coating comprising a DLC coating 
with a coefficient friction of less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 Gpa 
on the substrate support in in Anderson et al. in order to impart wear protection, 
corrosion protection and improvement of slipping properties and the like as taught by 
Massler et al. 

33. Anderson et al. and Massler et al. disclose the substrate support substantially as 
claimed and as described above. 

34. However, Anderson et al. and Massler et al. fail to teach the diamond-like 
material comprises a diamond-like nanocomposite having networks of (i) carbon and 
hydrogen and (ii) silicon and oxygen. 

35. Dorfman et al. teach providing diamond-like nanocomposite having networks of 
(i) carbon and hydrogen and (ii) silicon and oxygen as a protective film for the purpose 
of providing a coating having high strength and microhardness, flexibility, low coefficient 
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of friction, and high thermal and chemical stability (abstract). Dorfman et al. further 
teach providing the diamond-like material comprising from about 0.1 atom % to about 
10 atom % of a metal additive, whereby the metal additive changes the resistivity, which 
is from about 10"* ohm-cm to about 10° ohm-cm, of the coating (Figures 1A-C and 2; 

column 4, row 43 through column 5, row 20). 

36. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to have provided the diamond-like nanocomposite 
having networks of (i) carbon and hydrogen and (ii) silicon and oxygen as a protective 
film in order to provide a coating having high strength and microhardness, flexibility, low 
coefficient of friction, and high thermal and chemical stability as taught by Dorfman et al. 

37. With respect to claims 61 -63 and 71 -73, the nanocomposite of Dorman et al. is 

structured as claimed and as described above. 

38. With respect to claim 64, the dielectric of Anderson et al. is structured as claimed 
and as described above. 

39. With respect to claims 74-77 and 82-85, see above description of the relied upon 
prior art. In addition with respect to claims 82-85 and the recitations therein regarding 
the process by which the DLC layer with metal additive is deposited, Dorfman et al. 
disclose a method wherein the diamond-like material is co-deposited with a metal 
additive by a process of combining physical vapor deposition (PVD) of the metal 
additive in a plasma enhanced chemical vapor deposition (PECVD) environment 
(column 5, row 57 through column 6, row 37). However, it is also noted that courts have 
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ruled "[E]ven though product-by-process claims are limited by and defined by the 
process, determination of patentability is based on the product itself. The patentability of 
a product does not depend on its method of production. If the product in the product-by- 
process claim is the same as or obvious from a product of the prior art, the claim is 
unpatentable even though the prior product was made by a different process." In re 
Thorpe, 777 F.2d 695, 698, 227 USPQ 964, 966 (Fed. Cir. 1985). 

40. Claims 78-81 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 5,583,736 to Anderson et al. in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,160,616 to 
Massler et al. and Dorfman et al (2). 

41 . Anderson et al. disclose a substrate support substantially as claimed and 
comprising: (a) a substrate support structure (Figures 1 and 3, 11); and (b) a coating 
(21 ) on the support structure, whereby the contact surface of the coating is capable of 
reducing abrasion and contamination of a substrate that contacts the surface (column 3, 
row 65 through column 4, row 12 and column 4, row 66 through5, row 5). Further, in 
Anderson et al., the support structure comprises: a ceramic, dielectric (Si02) covering 
an electrode (13); and a plurality of mesas (19) on the dielectric, the mesas comprising 
the coating with the contact surface thereon. 

42. However, Anderson et al. fail to teach the coating comprising a carbon-hydrogen 
network, and the coating having a contact surface comprising a coefficient of friction of 
less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 GPa. 
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43. Massler et al. teach providing a coating of diamond-like carbon (DLC) with a 
coefficient friction of less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 Gpa on a 
structure/substrate where wear protection, corrosion protection and improvement of 
slipping properties and the like are of importance (abstract and column 20, about rows 
16-48). The coating of Massler et al. comprises a diamond-like carbon (abstract). 
Massler et al. also teach providing a titanium metal-adhesion (column 4, rows 21-30). 

44. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to have provided the coating comprising a DLC coating 
with a coefficient friction of less than about 0.3 and a hardness of at least about 8 Gpa 
on the substrate support in in Anderson et al. in order to impart wear protection, 
corrosion protection and improvement of slipping properties and the like as taught by 
Massler et al. 

45. Anderson et al. and Massler et al. disclose the substrate support substantially as 
claimed and as described above. 

46. However, Anderson et al. and Massler et al. fail to teach the diamond-like 

material Is provided over a dielectric ceramic such AIN or AI2O3. 

47. Dorfman et al (2). teach that such a diamond-like material may provided over a 
dielectric, ceramic such as AIN or A^Osfor corrosion resistance (abstract and column 
10, rows 61-65). 

48. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
Applicant's invention was made to have provided the diamond-like material over a 
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dielectric ceramic sucli as AIN or AI2O3 in order to impart corrosion resistance as taught 
by Dorfman et al (2). 

49. Witli respect to claim 79, see above description of the relied upon prior art. 

50. With respect to claims 80, the coating of Massler et al. comprises a thickness of 
from about 1 to about 20 microns and the titanium layer comprises a thickness from 
about 0.25 microns to about 4 microns (column 5, rows 16-21). 

51 . With respect to claim 81 , Dorfman et al. (2) teach providing a diamond-like 
material comprising a diamond-like nanocomposite having networks of (i) carbon and 
hydrogen and (ii) silicon and oxygen for corrosion resistance (abstract). 

Response to Arguments 

52. Applicant's arguments filed 3 December 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

53. In response to Applicant's argument that the claimed invention has not been 
considered as a whole. Examiner responds that this is not the case. Massler et al. 
teach the provision of a coating for providing wear protection and corrosion protection, 
inter alia, which are features that are taught as desirable in Anderson. Thus, when 
considering the invention as a whole and exercising ordinary creativity, common sense 
and logic, as one of ordinary skill in the art would, it would have been obvious to provide 
a coating as taught in Massler et al. on the substrate support of Anderson. 
Consideration of the invention as a whole would not require an explicit teaching in 
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Massler et al. that states the coating is to be used on a substrate support, as Applicant 
argues. The fact each of the references provides a coating for similar purposes would 
have provided a sufficient suggestion to one of ordinary skill in the art to incorporate the 
coating of Massler et al. on the substrate support of Anderson. 
54. In response to applicant's argument that the references considered as a while do 
not suggest the desirability, and thus the obviousness, of the suggest combination, it 
has been held that the test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary 
reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it 
that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the 
references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would 
have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1 981 ). Examiner disagrees with Applicant's argument that because 
the coating of the Anderson is different than the coating of Massler et al., there is no 
reason or suggestion to combine. The motivation cited above for the provision of the 
Massler et al. coating (i.e. wear protection, corrosion protection and improvement of 
slipping properties and the like) is a sufficient reason for the combination. Further, it is 
not believed that the mere fact that there are differences between the coatings 
disclosed in Anderson and Massler et al. is a reason to preclude such a combination. If 
there were no differences between the coatings, then they would inherently be coatings 
of the same material. Preclusion of substitution of material with different characteristics 
and properties makes no sense, as, why would one ever make a substitution between 
to items when they are the same in every particular? 
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55. In response to applicant's argument that the Examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness appears to be based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be 
recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction 
based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge 
which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, 
and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1 971 ). In the instant case, it is not necessary to rely on Applicant's disclosure for such 
teachings. The teachings of the relied upon prior art have been taken into consideration 
and it has been found that these teachings set forth a fair case that the claimed 
invention would be obvious in and of themselves. 

56. In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references (i.e. there is not a reasonable expectation of success for the proposed 
combination), the Examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071 , 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Massler et al. 
explicitly teaches that the DLC coating provides wear protection, corrosion protection 
and improvement of slipping properties. This teaching serves as a suggestion that such 
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a coating may have success in the apparatus of Anderson et al., where such properties 
are valued. 

57. The remainder of Applicant's argument(s) is also drawn to the perceived 
impropriety and deficiencies of the combination of the Anderson and Massler et al. 
references and/or the failure of other relied upon reference to make up for said 
deficiencies. The latter argument being treated the same as the former and the former 
being addressed in detail above. Thus, it is believed that each of Applicant's arguments 
has been responded to above. 



Conclusion 

58. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action Is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply Is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action Is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Karia Moore whose telephone number is 571 .272.1440. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 9:00 am-6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on 571 .272.1435. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/KarIa Moore/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1792 
26 February 2008 



